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□ Video Conference 
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Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes □ No 
If Yes, provide a brief description: 

Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

Rejections of claims 1, 3, and 5-16 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) and 35 U.S.C. 103(a) from the final rejection of 8/6/2004. 

Claims discussed: 
Claims 1, 3, and 5-16. 

Prior art documents discussed: 
U.S. Patent 6,477,670 to Ahmadvand. 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 
See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

O It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

^ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Examiner 
stated that claims 13-14 appear to be in a condition for allowance given the prior art of record. Examiner also outlined 
the basic points of a potential rejection of the remaining claims using U.S. Patent 6,477,670 to Ahmadvand. Examiner 
proposed cancelling all claims but 13 and 14 to put the application in condition for allowance. Mr. Kimble indicated that 
he would prefer to receive another office action than to cancel all pending claims but 13 and 14 via an examiner's 
amendment. 

After our discussion on Monday, November 29, the examiner reconsidered the original rejection and consulted with 
Seema Rao (Supervisory Patent Examiner) and determined that the original rejection should be maintained to the 
remaining claims. The rejection based on the reference cited above is not necessary at this time. Examiner 
telephoned Mr. Kimble on Thursday, December 2 and confirmed that he would still prefer to have the advisory action 
sent at this time.. 



